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Several potential confounding factors should be considered when analyzing these data. Thus, this paper should be viewed as hypothesisgenerating rather than evidence of a systematic bias.
At the same time, the paper provides potentially several pieces of good news. Women were more likely to include both sexes in their preclinical studies, but equally likely to perform randomization of animals, blinding, and sample size and/or power estimations.
At the very least, this result confirmed (if confirmation was needed) that there was no cost to scientific rigor for being more inclusive. That women in both first and senior authorships increased overall during the 10 years analyzed is more good news, suggesting that a lack of female mentors may be correcting itself as more women move into cardiovascular sciences. 
